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Abstract
The COVID-19 pandemic had a crucial impact on the Thai criminal justice system. While it may
be true that the Department of Probation has proposed preventive and responsive measures in
response to COVID-19, relatively little is known about the practical applications of these
measures as well as the impact of COVID-19 on probation personnel, probationers, and parolees.
The goal of this study is to explore the policies and practices of Thai probation agencies as they
respond to the COVID-19 pandemic. This study surveyed probation officers in Thailand (N =
534; 60.6% Female) in March to April 2021, focusing on probation practices and case
management issues prior and post-COVID-19. Data evince that, overall, frequency of officeroffender contacts remained steady even though the type of contact changed post-COVID-19. Inperson contact was replaced by remote contact strategies, specifically telephone calls, which
increased significantly following the onset of the pandemic.
Keywords: Thailand; probation; parole; community corrections; community supervision
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Introduction
According to recent estimates, the global pandemic of COVID-19 has infected over 240
million and killed over 4.8 million people worldwide as of October 18, 2021 (World Health
Organization, 2021b). COVID-19 has not only affected people’s lives, but it has also changed
how the world operates due to lockdowns and social-distancing policies (Sheth, 2020). Many
sectors of society across the world have been disrupted, and the criminal justice system is no
exception. All criminal justice agencies (i.e., law enforcement, courts, and corrections) have had
to change their policies and practices in response to the spread of the novel coronavirus
(Erisman, 2020; Nyingi, 2020). This study is primarily concerned with how COVID-19 has
affected the Thai criminal justice system.
COVID-19 had a crucial impact on the Thai criminal justice system, especially on
corrections as the infection rate and death toll in Thailand continue to increase. As of October 18,
2021, Thailand has approximately 1.7 million confirmed cases and over 18,000 deaths (World
Health Organization, 2021a). Particularly, COVID-19 has impacted prisoners in overcrowded
Thai prisons because prisoners could practice neither social distancing nor safe hygiene as prison
facilities are 148 percent overcapacity across the system (Marcum, 2020; Thailand Institute of
Justice, 2020).
Consequently, the correctional system in Thailand adopted policies such as releasing nonviolent prisoners and offenders who are imprisoned due to technical parole violations (“Criminal
Justice Responses to the COVID-19 Pandemic,” 2020; Erisman, 2020; Thailand Institute of
Justice, 2020; Williams, 2020). In an effort to reduce the prison population in Thai correctional
facilities and to prevent the spread of coronavirus, the Thailand Institute of Justice proposed a
responsive measure that would place individuals on probation rather than incarcerate them
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(Ministry of Justice, 2020). As a result of this new measure, the Department of Probation (DOP)
is responsible for supervising released prisoners, referred to as parolees, as well as many
individuals who will now be placed on probation (i.e., probationers) (Carr, 2020; Nadel &
Campbell, 2020 as cited in Swan et al., 2020).
The impact of COVID-19 on probationers and parolees, along with the social and
economic restrictions due to COVID-19, is causing significant challenges for community
supervision officers to manage their caseloads and provide support for their clients. Probationers
and parolees need a job to avoid recidivism, but due to the pandemic, many businesses and
companies have reduced staffing needs; hence, the ability of probationers or parolees to obtain
employment is very limited (Bomey, 2020; Betesh, 2020 as cited in Carr, 2020). Moreover,
according to the DOP of Thailand (2020), DOP manages around 140,000 drug rehabilitation
cases, and these population groups are vulnerable and more likely to relapse due to stay-at-home
regulations (Carr, 2020).
According to Abraham et al. (2020), DOP was underprepared for a sudden outbreak of
infectious disease for several reasons such as being understaffed and having officers with high
caseloads. However, current research and media coverage have been focusing more on the
effects of COVID-19 on prison and jail populations (Swan et al., 2020), and little is known about
the effect of COVID-19 on probation practices. While it may be true that the DOP has proposed
preventive and responsive measures to COVID-19, the practical applications of these measures,
as well as the impact of COVID-19 on probation personnel, probationers, and parolees, have not
been thoroughly studied.
To fill this gap in extant research, this thesis explores Thai probation agencies’ response
to the coronavirus pandemic and lessons learned from those responses. The primary focus of this
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study is to understand how Thai probation practices have changed due to COVID-19, what
challenges the Thai probation department experiences, what strategies have been used to deal
with the pandemic, and what lessons the Thai probation department has learned from the
pandemic.
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions
The goal of this study is to explore the policies and practices of Thai probation agencies
as they respond to the coronavirus pandemic. This study targets Thai probation officers who
work for the Department of Probation of Thailand across the country and has five guiding
research questions listed below.
1. How are probation agencies in Thailand responding to the COVID-19 pandemic?
2. What challenges do probation officers, probationers, and parolees face during the
COVID-19 pandemic?
3. How has communication between probationers and parolees and Thai probation officers
changed due to the COVID-19 pandemic?
4. What was the effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on strategies and techniques that Thai
probation officers use to encourage client compliance (included in this question is how
has client compliance changed during the COVID-19 pandemic)?
5. What are the lessons learned from and innovative strategies for dealing with the
pandemic for Thai’s probation agency?
To answer each research question, multiple data sources were used to develop a thorough
understanding of Thai probation officials’ operation and changes in policies and practices in the
time of the COVID-19 pandemic. Sources included surveying Thai probation officers and
examining operational guidelines issued by DOP during the pandemic. However, the survey of
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the officers will be used as the primary data source to answer all questions. COVID-19 is not the
first global pandemic and will not be the last (Gill, 2020). Therefore, this study will establish a
knowledge base that will be valuable for and beneficial to policy makers, practitioners, and
community supervision stakeholders in Thailand for effective future planning for probation
practices and measures to manage future outbreaks.
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Literature Review
This section provides an overview of the Department of Probation (DOP) of Thailand.
Also, it reviews the existing empirical literature on challenges that probation officers face.
Various government publications, including guideline documents issued by DOP as a response to
COVID-19, are included too. Finally, literature concerning what community supervision
strategies help probation officers to successfully reintegrate offenders into a community will be
examined.
An Overview of the Probation System in Thailand
The Department of Probation (DOP) of Thailand is under the responsibility of the
Ministry of Justice and currently has 117 offices: three special-sized offices, 20 large-sized
offices, 39 mid-sized offices, and 55 small-sized offices. The office size is determined by two
factors; 80 percent of the determination is represented by the size of the caseloads in the past two
years, and the remaining 20 percent accounts for the area of jurisdiction. DOP has approximately
2,200 probation officers throughout the country with approximately 563,000 cases. About 80.5
percent of the population is adult probationers aged 18 or older while 19.1 percent is adult
parolees, and 0.3 percent is juveniles (The Department of Probation, 2020; Chokprajakchat &
Sukomol, 2004). At the moment, probation officers have a caseload ratio of 1:30 in Thailand.
DOP does not have a caseload standard, and there is no universally accepted standard for
caseloads. However, according to the American Probation and Parole Association (APPA), a
caseload ratio of 1:20 is recommended for intensive cases; therefore, the current ratio of 1:30 is
more than a Thai officer can ideally manage.
Furthermore, the probation system in Thailand has changed since it was first established
in order to adapt to the changing needs of the country’s criminal justice system. The Thai
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probation system was used with juvenile offenders for the first time in 1952, and then in 1956,
penal code 56-58 was enacted, allowing judges to sentence offenders to probation (Act
Promulgating the Criminal Code, TH. § 56-58. (1956)). However, during this era, the courts only
suspended sentencing without applying probation services due to the lack of officials. Between
1979 and 1982, DOP only provided probation services for adult offenders in Bangkok. Later, in
1983, regional probation offices were established throughout the country. In 2020, the DOP
became the main organization responsible for providing drug rehabilitation for drug-crime
offenders in accordance with the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act (2002) (Department of
Probation, 2007).
As a result of changes in the probation system of Thailand, DOP is currently supervising
different types of groups: people on probation and parole and inmates who have received good
time allowances and are given early release. The probation period for adult offenders under a
suspended sentence with the condition of probation is typically one year; however, the court can
order up to five years of suspension. On the other hand, the court shall not apply the condition of
probation in excess of one year for a juvenile offender who is aged between 10 and 17 years and
is (1) found not guilty but probation is considered necessary, (2) found guilty and sentenced to
probation, (3) conditionally released from a training center, and (4) dismissed from a training
center but probation is considered necessary (Department of Probation, 2007). The practice of
releasing prisoners early from prison to be supervised in the community during a period when
the individual might otherwise be incarcerated is referred to as parole. To meet parole criteria, a
prisoner must serve no less than one-third of his or her sentence length in prison, and the
supervision period must be more than one year but should not exceed his or her remaining prison
time. “Good-time allowances” refer to the time taken off of a prisoner’s maximum term of
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imprisonment for good behavior. Even with these allowances, prisoners must serve time in
prison no less than six months or 10 years (Department of Probation, 2007). The formula for
good-time allowances is five sentenced days off per month for prisoners with good conduct and
in excellent class (Prisoners are classified based on their behavior, and prisoners with good
behavior belong to excellent class and good class), four sentenced days off per month for those
who are in very good class, and three sentenced days off per month for those who are in good
class while incarcerated (Department of Probation, 2007).
In addition, an individual who is charged with drug offenses will be referred to the
Compulsory Treatment System. According to the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act 2002, drug
abusers, referred to as patients, who commit the drug-related crimes of (1) drug consumption, (2)
drug consumption and possession, (3) drug consumption and possession for disposal, and (4)
drug consumption and disposal according to the amount and type indicated in the Ministerial
Regulations are required to engage in the Compulsory Treatment System (Department of
Probation, 2007; Macdonald & Nacapew, 2013). Whether the offender is prosecuted or diverted
from prison in each case is determined by the court and based primarily on the judge’s view of
the defendant and the mitigating and aggravating circumstances of the case. When a case is
diverted, there are two operational phases in the diversion process. The first phase is a drug
assessment phase in which probation officers identify whether the accused is a narcotic
consumer or drug addict. Then, the sub-committee of Drug Addict Rehabilitation will determine
what type of treatment program is suitable for the substance user or abuser. The next step is the
drug rehabilitation phase in which a drug abuser will be assigned to either a non-custodial or
custodial rehabilitation program; both programs are overseen and facilitated by DOP
(Chokprajakchat & Sukomol, 2004; Department of Probation, 2007). Generally, a drug treatment
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program in a custodial facility takes four months; however, if the individual’s treatment result is
not satisfactory, the individual’s time in the program will be extended.
The main duties of the DOP are conducting pre- and post-sentence investigations, as well
as supervising and rehabilitating offenders under probation. In the pre-sentence investigation
stage, probation officers are directed by court order to collect the criminal justice history
(including past convictions) and background information of offenders and prepare a pre-sentence
investigation report with recommendations for appropriate punishment and treatment programs
(Department of Probation, 2007). Similarly, in the post-sentence investigation stage, probation
officers are required to perform the same tasks for prisoners who are eligible for parole or
sentence remission and report directly to the parole board. In addition, DOP has been assigned to
provide treatment programs for drug offenders. From 2019 to 2021, the DOP has had more than
563,000 cases per year. Approximately thirty percent of the cases consist of control and
surveillance of probationers, followed by drug assessments (26%), drug rehabilitation (25.6%),
and preliminary investigation (15.2%), so each officer has an average caseload of 200 clients
each year (The Department of Probation, 2020). Undeniably, DOP not only manages a diverse
group of individuals in the community, but its officers also have exceedingly high caseloads,
creating extreme correctional challenges, particularly during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Challenges of Community Supervision
The needs of offenders are the main concerns that need to be addressed in order to help
them successfully reintegrate into the community and live crime-free lives. However,
understanding the challenges that probation officers face in helping offenders reintegrate into the
community is important, as they primarily monitor, advocate for, and support the rehabilitation
of offenders. Past research indicates the following three challenges that probation and parole
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officers face in their jobs: (1) Conflicting Roles, (2) High Caseloads, and (3) Stress and Burnout
(Gayman & Bradley, 2013). The following section examines each of the challenges faced by
probation and parole officers in reintegrating offenders into the community.
Conflicting Roles
Although conflicting roles have been implied in the literature, relatively little empirical
research has been conducted in this area, especially in the Asian region. According to
Sinthunawa (2011), the majority of Thai probation officers (69.1%) believe that a probation
officer’s main job is to support the rehabilitation of clients, with 30 percent believing their role
should focus primarily on monitoring and supervision (i.e., law enforcers). In South Korea,
another Asian country, probation officers mainly emphasize their role as law enforcers (e.g.,
police skills and strictly monitoring offenders) when supervising their clients (Gough, 2011).
Previous studies suggest that probation officers may handle dual roles differently in each
country. Research in the Asian region has found that correctional officers experience a conflict
between being rehabilitation agents and surveillance agents. For example, in a qualitative study
of parole officers in Malaysia at the institutional, state, and district levels, Hanim and Hassan
(2011) found that parole officers’ supervision style depend on various factors such as parole
conditions, the goal of sanctions, and the attitude of parole officers (pp. 329-331). According to
their study, parole officers tend to use law-oriented supervision rather than social-work oriented
supervision to help offenders reintegrate into the community (Hanim & Hassan, 2011).
On the other hand, Hsieh et al. (2015) discovered, in their analysis of probation statutes,
that no states in the U.S. classified the role of probation officers as wholly rehabilitation agents
or having purely dual roles. Instead, they found that agencies supported a mixed approach, which
can strengthen officer-offender interactions and, in fact, result in better outcomes in community
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supervision (Hsieh et al., 2015, pp. 23-24). In a similar vein, Allard et al. (2003) found that, in
Australia, correctional officers’ preference for being social workers or law enforcers did not pose
a conflict in their roles. No matter what role (social worker or law enforcer) officers preferred,
they were able to perform either role well or were able to resolve their stress stemming from
having to manage both roles simultaneously.
Caseloads
Research also suggests that correctional officers who experience high caseloads have
negative job performance. According to Sinthunawa’s study (2011), Thai officers manage an
average of 25 cases per month. However, the statistics were drawn from 186 probation officers,
so the sample might not be representative as there are about 2,200 probation officers in the
country. In addition, in the past 10 years, studies that examined the relationship between
caseloads and officers’ job performance have not occurred in Asian countries. Nevertheless,
existing research conducted in the U.S. illustrates that officers who experience high caseloads
score higher on fatigue, burnout, and over-responsibility scales (Lewis et al., 2013). Further,
similar research by DeMichele and Payne (2018) found that probation officers spend most of
their time completing reports and assessments rather than interacting with probationers.
Consequently, lack of time in officers’ interactions with offenders contributes to unsuccessful
reentry.
The idea that increased time with probationers can improve reentry outcomes is
supported by Jalbert and Rhodes (2012), who suggest that reducing caseloads in probation
departments can help to decrease recidivism rates by 30 percent and technical violations by four
percent. Reducing caseloads can help officers identify their clients’ needs more effectively and
distribute resources more efficiently, helping to improve reentry outcomes (Jalbert & Rhodes,
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2012). Practically, reducing caseloads will still be a critical challenge for the Thai Probation
Department; however, the current research might identify how high caseloads may negatively
affect probation officers, showing that lower caseloads are worth the effort and expense.
Stress and Burnout
Research suggests that the stress level of probation and parole officers is related to
organizational size. Jaiboon (2010), in her study of work stress and employee engagement
among Thai probation officers in the Northern Region, applied a quantitative methodology in
which a questionnaire was the main instrument for collecting data. The result shows that a large
office size causes greater stress for probation officers than do small and medium office sizes.
Characteristics of the probation officers’ jobs are also associated with job stress in
probation officers (Rhineberger-Dunn & Mack, 2020). The lack of organizational support, as
evidenced by factors such as relationships with other agencies and work conditions, also created
negative feelings and stress with respect to their jobs (White et al., 2005). However, the study
shows that probation officers who use stress management, such as finding support from outside
or within the work environment to deal with their negative feelings, can maintain their job
performance and health (White et al., 2005). Moreover, a study conducted by Pitts (2007) reveals
that one-third of 2,364 correctional officers in 15 states in the U.S. felt that they were
educationally unprepared for their jobs and that led to low job performance and stress, which can
cause violent behavior, anger issues, and alcohol or drug abuse problems (Pitts, 2007).
Community Supervision Strategies
The aim of community supervision is to supervise individuals who committed crimes and
to reintegrate those individuals into a community. In an effort to promote successful probation
and parole practices, community correction (i.e., probation, parole, or both) facilities have
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embraced evidence-based practices (EBP) (Taxman, 2008). There is much debate over whether
or not punishment-oriented or rehabilitation-oriented approaches produce better outcomes related
to a decrease in recidivism (Schwalbe & Koetzle, 2021; Morash et al., 2019). One of the most
prevalent models that combines a managerial approach with treatment models for supervision is
the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) model, which recommends key practices for probation
agencies (Bonta & Andrew, 2007; Viglione, 2019). The RNR model emphasizes personal needs,
especially for those who are at a high risk of reoffending. The risk principle outlines the
importance of identifying risk to recidivate because a higher-risk individual needs intensive
treatment and supervision (Andrews et al., 2011; Horan et al., 2020). The need principle suggests
assessing criminogenic needs or dynamic risk factors such as substance abuse, antisocial
behavior, work or school activities, and social and recreational activities in order to determine an
appropriate intervention (Andrews et al., 2011; Horan et al., 2020; Lutze, 2014). Lastly, the
responsivity principle aims to match individuals with intervention programs that target their
criminogenic needs and are tailored to their learning styles, motivations, and abilities (Andrews
et al., 2011; Vose et al., 2020). A series of research has shown the effectiveness of utilizing the
RNR model in community corrections (Lutze, 2014). However, a research study by Viglione
(2019) attempted to examine how probation officers implemented the RNR principles to
probation practices using ethnographic data. She found that probation officers practices
misaligned with the RNR principles because officers hardly depended on the risk and needs
assessment results and rarely engaged in case planning. Evidently, even though the model itself
enhances supervision outcomes if implemented accordingly, agency training on RNR principles
is essential because trained officers are more inclined to adhere to the principles in practice
(Viglione, 2019).
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Undeniably, in order to achieve public safety goals and offender behavioral change,
probation officers’ skills and comprehension of how to utilize principles in practice are
imperative. To achieve community supervision goals, client compliance is one of the most
challenging tasks for probation officers. Common strategies used to promote client compliance
are (1) the behavioral approach (i.e., client-centered) such as motivational interviewing and
cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT) and (2) confrontational tactics such as using negative
reinforcement and outlining negative consequences of unacceptable behavior (Gleicher & Green,
2020; Schwartz et al., 2017). A study by Schwalbe and Maschi (2011) explored how probation
officers utilize the confrontational approach and client-centered approaches when supervising
delinquent youth using data from a web-based survey. They found that officers balanced both
confrontational and behavioral tactics; however, the confrontational approach is predominant in
practice, especially among youth with drug problems. In the same vein, Bolin and Applegate
(2018) demonstrated that officers maintained a balance between both client-centered and
confrontational approaches. Preliminary work on analyzing an intensive supervision program
that helped in reducing recidivism, undertaken by Paparozzi and Gendreau (2005), suggests that
utilizing both law enforcement (i.e., confrontational approach) and social work (i.e., behavioral
tactics) orientations reduced recidivism 10 to 30 percent. Similarly, Kennealy et al. (2012)
reported that officers performing dual roles—law enforcer and social worker—help to reduce
reoffending.
The Criminal Justice System’s Response to COVID-19
The impact of COVID-19 has forced the criminal justice system to change its procedures
and policies in accordance with national measures to prevent the spread of the virus and reduce
the risk of contamination. Asian governments were requested, by the United Nations
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Subcommittee on the Prevention of Torture, to immediately reduce the prison population of
detained prisoners, and this request included low-level and nonviolent offenders as well as
prisoners with medical problems, as they were at high risk for infection ("Asia: Reduce Prison
Populations Facing COVID-19," 2020; Carr, 2020; Seal, 2020). In 2020, the Corrections
Department in Thailand, based on the principle of “No Exit for Insider, No Entry for Outsider,”
banned visitors from seeing prisoners since March and only allowed prisoners to leave their cells
when they had to report to court. However, Televisits (e.g., video conferencing) are still allowed
(Department of Corrections, 2021; Thailand Institute of Justice, 2020).
While Thai corrections departments implemented measures to respond rapidly to the
pandemic, community supervision, as well, needed an immediate response to battle COVID-19,
especially because of the rapid change in the number of released prisoners in the community
supervision population. The Department of Probation (DOP) of Thailand purchased electronic
monitoring devices as part of release planning ("The new normal guidelines for law
enforcement," 2020). Additionally, DOP issued work protocols in response to COVID-19 on
July 23, 2021. Officers are required to follow the proper protocols for performing each task, and
DOP employed technologies such as videoconferencing systems due to stay-at-home regulations.
For example, in the event officers need to interrogate offenders who are incarcerated, they need
to be granted permission to interrogate offenders via a video conferencing system from
correction facilities. Similar to witness interviews, probation officers are advised to document
how they conduct the interview (e.g., via telephone or video conferencing) and record the
specific date and time of the interview. If an interview is conducted via video call, officers are
required to capture the screen for evidence as well. Moreover, officers can recommend virtual
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reporting instead of in-person reporting if they find that such a method is appropriate for a
probationer.
Even though there is limited research in Thailand to indicate how Thai probation
agencies have responded to COVID-19 practically, other countries have begun conducting
research on this issue. In the United States, Swan et al. (2020) conducted a survey asking 318
American Probation and Parole Association members how their agencies have responded to the
crisis. Their study found that 90 percent of all agencies implemented some form of technology
(e.g., teleworking, video, and telephone calls) due to social-distancing regulations similar to the
measures that Thailand has implemented. Similarly, Schwalbe and Koetzle (2021) found that
remote communication replaced in-person contact and that video conferencing that plays an
important role for remote supervision strategies. Despite the fact that many U.S. probation
agencies suspended arrests for technical violations and court hearings during the early days of
the pandemic, implementation of new procedures and operations still created issues for probation
officers. For example, the use of virtual supervision methods led to a lack of physical interaction,
lack of communication, and home-visit suspensions (Swan et al., 2020). The challenges observed
in the U.S.-based research study indicates that Thai officers may face similar challenges as a
result of changes in supervision methods during the pandemic.
The COVID-19 pandemic certainly led to an operational change in community
supervision in Thailand. Protocols and guidelines were issued to probation officers; however,
there is little-to-no information on the effectiveness of these guidelines for probation officers in
practice. Thus, this research study aims to explore how COVID-19 has impacted probation
practices and strategies and what that impact means for probation policies and practices among
Thai officers and agencies.
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Methodology
Current Study
The purpose of this quantitative study is to investigate the impact of COVID-19 on the
Thai probation officers and how their probation practices have changed due to COVID-19. This
study was designed to focus on the following research questions:
RQ1. How are probation agencies in Thailand responding to the COVID-19 pandemic?
RQ2. What challenges do probation officers, probationers, and parolees face during the
COVID-19 pandemic?
RQ3. How has communication between probationers and parolees and Thai probation officers
changed due to the COVID-19 pandemic?
RQ4. What are the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on strategies and techniques that Thai
probation officers use to encourage client compliance?
RQ5. What are the lessons learned from and innovative strategies for dealing with the
pandemic for Thai probation agencies?
Instrumentation and Variables
The modified survey used in the current study was originally developed by Dr. Deborah
Koetzle from the Department of Criminal Justice at John Jay College of Criminal Justice and Dr.
Craig S. J. Schwalbe from the Columbia University School of Social Work. Their survey is a 78item quantitative survey and has two subscales focusing on probation practices and another two
focusing on case management issues (Schwalbe & Koetzle, 2021). The survey was recently used
to survey probation and parole officers in the United States and Chile during the COVID-19
pandemic. The survey takes approximately 20 minutes to complete. Questions are close-ended
and have multiple choices, checkboxes, and rating scales (i.e., a Likert scale). In the modified
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survey, probation officers were asked to report on the probation strategies that they used with a
specific client from their caseloads. The officers were, as well, asked questions on clients’
characteristics, and clients’ compliance and cooperation.
Probation officers were first asked about the clients they serve to screen which probation
officers have active caseloads and are currently supervising released prisoners. Specifically, they
were asked, “What populations do you supervise?” If they responded, “Neither,” then the survey
was concluded. Likewise, if they responded, “None of these choices” to the question that asked
about their clients’ legal status, the survey also concluded. Additionally, the first part of the
survey collected demographic variables of probation and parole officers including gender, age,
years of service, and education; this data was used to generalize the survey’s results to the
general population. Further, demographic variables of index clients were collected, including
gender, age, risk of recidivism, time served on probation/parole, and technologies available to
them. Index clients were selected by participants from their caseload by selecting the tenth
person on the list. The survey also asked about index clients’ experiences during the COVID-19
pandemic and whether or not they or their households had fallen ill with COVID-19 to assess the
impact of COVID-19 on index clients.
To assess the impact of COVID-19 on probation officers, officers were asked four
questions: (1) what the officers and members of their families have experienced because of
COVID-19; these experiences could be identified as job loss, food insecurity, lost housing, lost
income for rent or mortgage, as well as having a child at home because of school or daycare
closures, someone moving into or out of the home, anxiety or other mental health concerns,
increased drug or alcohol use, and medical emergencies (measured using a nominal scale); (2)
whether they or another member of their household fell ill to the COVID-19 virus (measured
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using nominal scale); (3) their level of concern (measured using ordinal scale); and (4) their level
of lifestyle change (measured using ordinal scale).
Probation officers were also asked about clients’ cooperation and compliance before and
after COVID-19 (i.e., the date when COVID-19 measures and protocols in probation were
implemented). To assess clients’ compliance, probation officers were asked to rate their clients’
compliance in the following four areas: (1) reporting or attending probation appointments
(measured using a ratio scale); (2) clients’ forthcomingness and truthfulness (measured using a
ratio scale); (3) clients’ obedience to probation conditions, case plans, or both (measured using a
ratio scale); and (4) new police contact or arrest (measured using a nominal scale).
The survey also included the probation practices used pre- and post-COVID-19 to
examine the effects of COVID-19 on strategies and techniques that Thai probation agencies
used. In order to assess the effects of COVID-19 on probation practices, the following areas were
explored: (1) the officer’s contact types with clients pre- and post-COVID-19, defined as
frequency of using the following six types of contacts: in-person office meetings, in-person field
meetings, telephone calls, video conference calls, text messages, and email reporting to contact
clients (measured using a ratio scale); (2) two subscales of probation techniques or strategies
used to encourage client compliance pre- and post-COVID-19; a three-item confrontation
strategies identifying, for example, frequency of officer reminding the client about the legal
consequences of criminal/delinquent behavior (measured using a ratio scale), and a five-item
behavioral strategies which identified, for instance, how often an officer praises or compliments
the client (measured using a ratio scale); (3) two subscales of case management approach; a fiveitem rehabilitation approach identifying how often an officer discusses treatment needs with the
client, etc. (measured using a ratio scale) and a three-item law enforcer approach identifying
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how often an officer reminds the client about the consequences of non-compliance, etc.
(measured using a ratio scale) (Schwalbe & Koetzle, 2021); and (4) access to interpreter services
identifying how often an officer used interpreter services when speaking with non-Thai-speaking
clients and how often interpreter services were available to an officer when requesting it
(measured using a ratio scale). Although the fourth area is important, it may not be applicable to
every officer.
To assess how agencies respond to the COVID-19 pandemic, probation officers were
asked (1) how their agency prioritizes training, supervision, standards, or a combination of all
three items; supervision strategies and training include graduated sanctions, graduated incentives
or contingency management, risk assessment, motivational interviewing, cognitive behavioral
interventions, training in effective community supervision practices, skills training, and written
case plans addressing criminogenic needs (measured using a nominal scale); and (2) standards
suspended or changed by the agency during COVID-19. The questions asked how often officers
see clients and how officers meet clients. The questions also probed how officers handle
technical violations, compliance monitoring, drug testing, graduated sanctions, graduated
incentives or contingency management, completion of risk or needs assessments, written case
plans, service referrals, Evidence-Based Practices (EBP) like motivational interviewing,
Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (CBT), and skills training among others (measured using a
nominal scale).
Adaptation of Survey for Thai Probation Officers
The survey was translated into the Thai language by the author, who is a native Thai
speaker, and was reviewed by two native Thai speakers who work at the Department of
Probation and are familiar with the corrections field to ensure accuracy of the translation. In
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addition, modifications were made from the original survey: (1) Five questions concerning race
and ethnicity were removed as they are not applicable in Thai culture; (2) Choices for legal status
of clients that probation officer serves were changed to pre-sentence investigation, drug
assessment phase under the Addict Rehabilitation Act B.E. 2545 (2002), on probation, postsentence investigation of people who are eligible for parole, post-sentence investigation of
people who are eligible for good-time allowance, currently on parole, and currently on good-time
allowance to agree with the Thai DOP categories; (3) A choice of BA/BS Law was added to
question eight as it is the most common degree among Thai probation officers; (4) Three
questions (Q49-51) about access to interpreter services were added to the survey; (5) Choices for
question 52, regarding judicial division probation officer is currently employed in, were modified
as the Department of Probation in Thailand has nine judicial divisions; (6) The choices of
EPICS, STICS, and STARR in question 55 were changed to Training in Effective Community
Supervision Practices in accordance with the training program at the Department of Probation of
Thailand; (7) Three questions (Q65-Q67) about probation officers’ perception of their clients
were added to the survey; (8) The selection method of a client from an officer’s caseload was
modified as follows: (a) Use the client’s first name instead of last name, (b) Provide an example
of how to select a client, (c) In case a probation officer does not have an alphabetical list of
clients, the officer is required to select the tenth person from his or her caseload, and (d) Pre/post
COVID-time period was set to November 6, 2020, three months before policy changes were
implemented at the Department of Probation in Thailand; and (9) Three questions about officers’
perception of their agencies were removed.
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Source of Data
Data for this study was obtained by surveying probation officers in 117 probation offices
across all 77 provinces in Thailand. A 67-item, closed-ended survey was used in this study as it
“allow[ed] the researcher to use statistical procedures to analyze the data gathered” (Gideon,
2020, p. 238). All individuals who are currently working as probation officers were included in
the sampling frame (N = 2,214), ensuring that at least 338 individuals of the sampling frame
could be surveyed. The sample size of 338 was determined by using Yamane’s formula, as the
population size is finite, to guarantee that the sample is representative (Israel, 1992, p. 4). A 95
percent confidence level and standard deviation of 0.5 were used to calculate the sample size to
ensure that the result from the sample will apply to 95 percent of the actual population with a
plus or minus five percent sampling error (Gideon, 2020, p. 109).
A consecutive sampling technique was employed as the minimum required sample size
has been determined and all subjects are accessible. The consecutive sampling approach was
used because such an approach is considered more robust than other nonrandom sampling
techniques and makes the sample more representative of the population (Omair, 2014). All
individuals were asked to participate in this study until the required sample size—at least 338
subjects—was achieved.
Figure 1
Sample Exclusions

DOP Invitation
(N = 706)

Disqualified*
(N = 172)

Final Sample
(N = 534)
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Note. DOP = Department of Probation of Thailand
Disqualified = The respondent selected an answer option that disqualified the respondent
due to the Skip Logic in the survey.
Data Collection Procedures and Statistical Analysis
The study was granted permission by the Department of Probation of Thailand to conduct
the survey. Then, after receiving permission from the DOP, the researcher applied for the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) review and the research was approved on February 8th, 2021.
Due to the COVID-19 situation in Thailand, the process of sending an invitation and collecting
data was delayed. However, the DOP was able to send out the survey to probation offices on
March 8th, 2021.
The survey was administered via the internet (i.e., electronic survey) using the host
SurveyMonkey. Since the research was conducted outside of the United States of America, the
web-based survey offers benefits over face-to-face methods and allows for easy recruiting of a
large number of participants. In addition, the data gathered by the web-based survey are
conveniently imported in an electronic format (Archer, 2003; Wyatt, 2000).
The SurveyMonkey was linked to a QR code to make it more convenient for probation
officers to access it. The survey was sent electronically to the Department of Probation of
Thailand, and officials at the department electronically distributed it to all 117 offices in its
purview to recruit respondents. The survey was opened from March 8 to April 1, 2021. The
survey was completely anonymous, and probation officers were not asked to provide identifying
information about themselves or their clients. In addition, the DOP did not have access to
responses as the information went directly to the researcher.
Some variables were recoded into different variables, creating a new variable in addition
to existing variables. For instance, some officers reported index clients’ age ranges, then the
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clients’ overall age range was calculated to a mean; however, an age range larger than 10 years
was recoded as missing. In addition, clients’ ages were recoded to have two values, which are (1)
youth (i.e., younger than 18 years old) and (2) adult (i.e., 18 years old and older).
The study’s data was analyzed using the IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) version 26 software. Descriptive statistics (e.g., frequency counts, percents) were used to
simplify large data in a sensible way to characterize the sample and explore the challenges faced
by probation officers, probationers, and parolees during the COVID-19 pandemic, probe clients’
compliance and cooperation pre- and post-COVID-19, and examine strategies and techniques
used (Fitzgerald & Fitzgerald, 2014; Trochim, 2020). Additionally, inferential statistical analysis
was used to predict values of five supervision practices: (1) behavioral approaches, (2)
confrontational approaches, (3) treatment-oriented case management, (4) accountability-oriented
case management, and (5) contact frequency. Each supervision practice was calculated by
summing scores on its subscores to obtain pre- and post-COVID scores. For example,
confrontational approach had 3 items, which were measured on a 7-point scale ranging from 0 to
6, with 0 indicating never and 6 indicating every contact. Three items were summed and divided
by three to acquire the average score of confrontational approach.
Limitations
This study has its share of limitations. While a consecutive sampling technique makes for
a better sample representation, a nonrandom sampling technique tends to be regarded as biased
(Gideon, 2020). Another limitation is that probation officers were asked about clients’
compliance three months before COVID-19, a period before January 6, 2019; therefore,
probation officers may have had difficulty remembering how their clients were doing so long
before the survey was issued.
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Findings
Probation Officer Demographics
As shown in Table 1, most participating probation officers were females (60.6%), in their
40s (mean = 40.21 years old, SD = ± 8.0 years), who had more than nine years of service in
probation (64.4%). About thirty-eight percent of participants reported having a bachelor’s degree
in law. Over 60 percent of respondents supervised adults only while 29.5 percent supervised both
juveniles and adults, and 1.3 percent reported supervising only juveniles. Overall, caseload sizes
ranged from one to 4,000 cases (median = 375.62 cases). The majority of respondents reported
being employed in Provincial Probation Office 2 (16.4%) and Provincial Probation Office 3
(14.5%). Over 60 percent of the officers worked in urban locations, and nearly 42 percent of
respondents reported working for medium-sized agencies (i.e., those with 20 to 40 officers).
Another roughly 40 percent of officers reported working at large-sized agencies (i.e., those with
more than 40 officers).
Client Demographics
Index clients randomly selected by respondents were mostly male (59.26%), in their 30s
(mean = 31.19 years old, SD = ± 6.67 years), who had been on probation or parole for an average
of nine months (mean = 9.64 months). Additionally, as shown in Table 1, most index clients
were on probation (21.66%) and 15.24 percent were in the drug assessment phase under the
Addict Rehabilitation Act B.E. 2545 (2002). Majority of the index clients were identified as
having a medium risk of recidivism (60%).
Table 1
Characteristics of Probation Officers and Index Clients
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Officer

Index Client

40.21 (8.0)

31.19 (6.67)

Less than 18 years old (%)

—

0.6

Female

60.6

25.15

Male

36.7

59.26

Non-binary/Other

1.3

15.59

Prefer not to say

1.3

—

Low or very low

—

16.7

Medium

—

60.0

High or very high

—

23.3

—

9.64 (7.42)

Pre-sentence investigation

—

12.40

Drug assessment

—

15.24

Probation

—

21.66

PSI1—Parole

—

10.87

PSI2—Good-Time Allowance

—

10.28

Parole

—

14.95

Good-Time Allowance

—

14.59

BA/BS Law

38.8

—

BA/BS other major

27.4

—

Less than 1 year

1.1

—

Mean Age (SD)

Gender (%)

Recidivism Risk (%)

Mean Time Served in
Months (S.D.)
Legal Status (%)

Education (%)

Years of Service (%)

1
2

Post-sentence investigation of offender who is eligible for parole
Post-sentence investigation of offender who is eligible for good-time allowance
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Caseload

Judicial Division (%)

Locations (%)

Agency Size (%)

Officer

Index Client

1 to 3 years

14.9

—

4 to 6 years

7.5

—

7 to 9 years

12.0

—

More than 9 years

64.4

—

Juveniles (%)

1.5

—

Adults (%)

62.4

—

Adults and Juveniles (%)

36.1

—

Mean Size (S.D.)

375.62 (586.67)

—

General (%)

19.98

—

High risk (%)

14.74

—

Mental health (%)

8.36

—

Drug use (%)

23.63

—

Sex offending (%)

7.90

—

Low risk (%)

13.60

—

Other specializations (%)

11.78

—

Provincial Probation Office 2

16.4

—

Provincial Probation Office 3

14.5

—

Urban

61.94

—

Suburban

22.75

—

Rural

15.32

—

6-10 officers

1.4

—

10-20 officers

16.1

—
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Officer

Index Client

20-40 officers

41.8

—

More than 40 officers

40.6

—

Agency Description
Table 2 (below) shows that prior to COVID-19, most probation officers perceived that
their agencies prioritized training in effective practices in community supervision (EPICS) and
risk assessment (20.09% and 20%, respectively). However, graduated sanction was perceived to
be the lowest priority among agencies (4.69%). Following the onset of the pandemic, agencies
needed to suspend or change their standards due to COVID-19 restrictions. Table 3 (below) also
indicates that, during the COVID-19 crisis, officers’ methods to meet clients (e.g., in-person, in
the field, remote/electronic) had significantly changed and so did the contact frequency (18.49%)
whereas graduated incentive or contingency management remained unchanged as it was the least
prioritized in the agencies prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. Additionally, drug testing had
changed or suspended during the onset of the pandemic (11.42%). Due to the social distancing
restriction, drug testing might be suspended or reduced as in-person meeting were mostly shifted
to remote communication.
Table 2
Mandatory Training, Supervision, or Both Before COVID-19
Officer
Training and/or Supervision (%)

EPICS

20.09

Risk assessment

20.0

Skills training

16.06
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Officer
Motivational interviewing

12.11

CBI

9.30

Criminogenic needs

8.92

Graduated incentives

8.83

Graduated sanctions

4.69

Table 3
Changes in Supervision Standards During COVID-19
Officer
Supervision Standards Change (%) How officers meet clients

25.57

How often officers see clients

18.49

Drug testing

11.42

Compliance monitoring

9.81

Risk/needs assessment

8.21

Written case plans

5.19

Technical violations

4.81

Graduated sanctions

3.40

Graduated incentives

2.45

COVID-19’s Impact on Respondents
During the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, as shown in Table 4 below, most probation
officers were moderately concerned about it (42.7%), and their lifestyles moderately changed
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because of the pandemic (37.9%). Despite over 90 percent of participants reporting that neither
they nor their households were infected with COVID-19, a majority of probation officers
reported experiencing anxiety and other mental health concerns in addition to having a child at
home because of school or daycare closures (28.23% and 17.38%, respectively). Less than 10
percent experienced other problems such as food insecurity (8.17%), job loss (6.24%), and
falling behind on rent payments (6.24%). On the other hand, approximately 30 percent of
respondents reported that they had not experienced any problems during the pandemic.
Table 4
COVID-19’s Impact and Technology Availability

Confirmed COVID (%)

Level of Concern (%)

Lifestyle Change (%)

Officer

Index Client

Yes

0.4

2.2

Unsure/maybe

1.9

40.7

No

97.7

57.1

Not at all concerned

4.2

—

A little concerned

23.4

—

Moderately concerned

42.7

—

Very concerned

20.0

—

Extremely concerned

9.7

—

None at all

2.7

—

A little

22.3

—

A moderate amount

37.9

—

A lot

24.4

—

A great deal

12.8

—
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COVID-19 Impact (%)

Tech Availability

Officer

Index Client

None

30.61

3.48

Mental health or anxiety

28.23

15.81

School/daycare closure

17.38

8.45

Food insecurity

8.17

10.74

Job loss

6.24

33.60

Fell behind on rent/mortgage

6.24

9.94

Medical emergency

1.93

1.19

Drug/alcohol use

0.74

13.42

Moved in/moved out of home

0.30

1.79

Lost housing

0.15

1.59

Telephone

—

44.17

Smartphone

—

30.22

Home computer with internet

—

13.44

Text messaging

—

6.91

Email

—

2.30

None of these

—

1.66

Video conference

—

1.28

COVID-19’s Impact on Index Clients
For index clients, more than half of respondents reported that they were sure that clients
and clients’ households did not fall ill to COVID-19 while 40.7 percent of participants were
uncertain about whether members of clients’ households fell ill to COVID-19. However, index
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clients were reported as having a higher rate of psychosocial impact than were the probation
officers. A majority of index clients experienced job loss (33.60%). They were also more likely
to have had anxiety and other mental health concerns (15.81%) as well as increased alcohol and
drug use (13.42%). Approximately ten percent of index clients were reported to have food
insecurity and fell behind on rent or mortgage payments and eight percent were reported as being
affected by school or daycare closures. Fewer than five percent of clients were reported as
needing emergency medical care, losing housing, and having someone move into or out of the
house.
Supervision Contacts
Technology has become the main communication tool for probation officers and
probationers/parolees during the pandemic because of stay-at-home regulations designed to
prevent the spread of the virus. Most index clients were reported to have access to numerous
forms of communication; only 1.66 percent of index clients had no access to any methods of
communication. A majority of index clients had access to telephones and smartphones (44.17%
and 30.22%, respectively). In addition, 13.44 percent of the clients owned an internet-connected
home computer. Communication through text messaging was more accessible than email and
video conferences as shown in Table 3.
Perceptions of Compliance
The main goals of community supervision are to rehabilitate probationers and parolees,
as well as ensure public safety. As shown in Figure 2, probation officers’ perceptions of
compliance statistically changed following the COVID-19 pandemic; officers reported that fewer
clients adhered to reporting requirements. Officers were, on average, 69.37 percent confident that
index clients were forthcoming and told the truth prior to COVID-19; this confidence decreased
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to 67.39 percent post-COVID-19. Lastly, officers were, on average, 71.55 percent confident that
index clients complied with probation conditions and case plans prior to the pandemic, but this
confidence dropped to 69.17 percent following the onset of the pandemic. As expected, officers
reported having the lowest confidence in high-risk clients’ truthfulness, both pre- and postCOVID. Post-COVID, respondents also reported having higher confidence in lower-risk clients
(78.21%) abiding by probation conditions than in moderate- and higher-risk clients (69.35% and
62.64% respectively). This pattern remained true for the adherence to reporting, with higher
attendance rates for lower-risk clients when compared to moderate- and higher-risk clients.
Figure 2
Perceptions of Compliance Before and Following the Onset of the COVID-19 Pandemic

Client Compliance
100
80

70.67

66.91

69.37

67.39

71.55

69.17

60
40
20
0
Adherence to reporting*

Confidence in Truthfulness* Confidence in adherence to
conditions*
Pre-COVID

Post-COVID

*p < 0.001

Supervision Practices
The main goal of the study is to examine whether the pandemic changed probation
practices. Table 4 (below) shows that index clients had new police contact or arrests that were
higher after the onset of COVID-19. However, there is no association between an increase in
new police arrests and frequency of in-person officer and field meetings (t = -0.176, p < 0.05 and
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t = 1.522, p < 0.05, respectively). The frequency of contacts remained steady even though the
types of contact changed following the onset of the pandemic. Expectedly, in-person contacts,
specifically both office and field meetings, showed a statistically-significant decrease during the
pandemic. Prior to COVID-19, officers met with index clients in person an average of two to
three times a month. Following the onset of COVID-19, the frequency of in-person meetings
slightly dropped. Furthermore, remote contact strategies increased following the onset of the
pandemic. Prior to the pandemic, officers reported contacting index clients by telephone calls
two to three times a month; this increased to nearly more than once per week after the pandemic.
Expectedly, the type of contact changed to remote contact following the onset of COVID-19, so
text messaging, video conferencing, and emailing were increased both prior to and following the
onset of the pandemic. However, the average contact frequency for those contact types were still
low. Possible reasons may be the fact that index clients had limited access to home computers
with internet, as well as being unknowledgeable in technology (as shown in Table 3).
Supervision strategies were examined pre- and post-COVID-19. Of particular interest is
the change with respect to the behavioral approach, confrontational approach, and
accountability-oriented case management, which all showed a statistically significant (p < 0.001)
increase during the post-COVID period. However, the use of treatment-oriented case
management slightly increased (1.27%). The patterns held true even prior to COVID-19 when
officers favored the confrontational approach over the behavioral approach and accountabilityoriented case management over treatment-oriented case management.
Finally, over half of probation officers reported not needing interpreter services.
Expectedly, the frequency of using interpreter services and their availability did not change both
prior to COVID-19 and following its onset.
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Table 4
Supervision practice pre- and post-COVID
Pre-COVID

Post-COVID

T-Statistic

Behavioral approach

3.37 (1.17)

3.45 (1.18)

-4.778***

Confrontational approach

4.62 (1.27)

4.70 (1.23)

-4.007***

Treatment case management

3.15 (1.30)

3.19 (1.31)

-2.614*

Accountability case management

3.48 (1.34)

3.74 (1.35)

-8.112***

New police arrest4

55.1

56.4

—

Overall average (M, S.D.)

9.04 (4.45)

9.25 (4.54)

-1.551

In-person office

2.88 (1.53)

2.46 (1.47)

6.751***

In-person field

2.00 (1.42)

1.79 (1.43)

3.597***

Telephone

2.76 (1.58)

3.25 (1.56)

-7.528***

Video conference

0.49 (1.03)

0.57 (1.12)

-3.119**

Text messages

0.70 (1.18)

0.89 (1.37)

-5.021***

Emails

0.28 (0.77)

0.37 (0.97)

-3.630***

Supervision Practice3 (M, S.D.)

Contact frequency5

*p = 0.009. **p = 0.002. ***p < 0.001.

Probation Officers’ Attitudes
More than half of the officers were inclined to agree that giving them adequate
information and training can help them assist their clients to reduce alcohol consumption and

3

Items were measured on a 7-point scale ranging from 0 to 5, with 0 = never and 6 = every contact
Contingency Coefficient = 0.597 (p<0.001)
5
Frequency ranged from 0 to 5, where 0 = less than once per month and 5 = more than once per week
4
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mental health problems. Interestingly, the majority of officers described themselves to be neither
more lenient nor punitive during the pandemic. Their answers were consistent with case
management styles as officers reported to focus more on neither accountability nor rehabilitation.
Probation Officers’ Perceptions of Agencies
Overall, officers reported having positive perceptions toward their agencies. About 50
percent somewhat agreed that their colleagues believed in the overall direction that the agency
was heading in before the pandemic and agreed with the overall direction that the agency has
taken since the onset of COVID-19. Nearly 40 percent of officers were inclined to agree that
changes to the conventional way of doing tasks at the office were more beneficial than
disruptive. However, when officers were asked whether they agree or disagree that conditions
are hard to change at the agency, approximately a third of the officers (about 30%) had no
comment and tended to agree with the statement.
Probation Officers’ Perceptions of Clients’ Characteristics
As expected, clients who have high levels of education, medium-to-high household
incomes, and professional jobs reported having more success rates for probation.
Further Analysis
As shown in Table 4, the frequency of contact by telephone experienced a statisticallysignificant increase during the onset of the pandemic. Additionally, Table 5 reveals that, during
the COVID-19 crisis, levels of three supervision strategies—behavioral approach,
confrontational approach, and especially accountability case management—had statisticallysignificant differences. Thus, using the telephone was not associated with any indicator of
compliance.
Table 5
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Mean supervision practices6 post-COVID by Telephone
Supervision Practices

No Telephone

Telephone

T-Statistic

Behavioral approach

3.19

3.53

-2.210*

Confrontational approach

4.45

4.78

-2.033*

Treatment case management

2.97

3.26

-1.665

Accountability case management

3.30

3.86

-3.310**

*p < 0.05. **p = 0.001.

6

Items were measured on a 7-point scale ranging from 0 to 5, with 0 = never and 6 = every contact
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Discussion
Discussion
This study aimed to explore how COVID-19 impacted the Department of Probation of
Thailand. The findings presented valuable insight into the change and stability of supervision
practices during the onset of COVID-19. Expectedly, the sudden outbreak of the COVID-19
pandemic has worsened community corrections as a whole, especially among the vulnerable
population. The study revealed expected results that most people who are under supervision
experienced high rates of economic fallout, specifically job loss and mental health issues.
Probation officers were no different as the majority of them experienced mental health problems
and school or daycare closure-related issues.
Considering the time when the study was conducted, it may not be surprising that clients
were reported to have low rates of confirmed or suspected COVID-19 diagnoses because of the
fluctuation of COVID-19 cases in Thailand. However, Thailand was hit by a new COVID-19
surge during early January 2021, and the situation has been worsening since
(Ekvittayavechnukul, 2021). The upswing of COVID-19 infections was particularly driven by
high infection rates in prison (Strangio, 2021; Thanthong, 2021). Consequently, as of July 2021,
the Department of Probation cooperated with the Department of Corrections to facilitate the
intake of early released prisoners (i.e., parole) for drug offenses (Naewna News, 2021). It was
reasonable to believe that the impact of COVID-19 on community supervision would be
gradually exacerbated as cases of the disease rose.
Due to the extended pandemic measures and nationwide lockdown in Thailand, the
frequency of in-person office and field meetings declined as expected. The data, however,
showed that new police arrests, contact, or both significantly increased after the onset of the
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pandemic; nevertheless, the findings found no relationship between the decrease of in-person
meetings and new police arrests. There may be other factors that influenced the spike in police
arrests. One of the plausible reasons is that Thailand imposed a nationwide curfew, from 10 p.m.
to 4 a.m., in April 2020 and anyone caught violating the curfew was arrested (Reuters Staff,
2020). Therefore, people who were under supervision might have been in contact with the police
during the curfew time as there were more than 600 cases of curfew violation after 11 days of the
curfew’s imposition (Bangkok Business News, 2020). Additionally, according to Matichon
Online News (2021), one of the new police arrest cases was related to a drug offense.
Evidently, the COVID-19 pandemic has changed probation strategies. During the surge
of COVID-19, probation officers shifted to remote communication measures as a method to
maintain their communication with clients. Videoconferencing was expected to be prevalent in
departmental operations as it was shown to be an effective supervisory tool in the U.S.-based
study by Schwalbe and Koetzle (2021). However, the findings of the present study indicate that
telephones were the main tools of communication. One plausible explanation was the fact that
the Minister of Justice officially announced that the probation department had started a pilot
scheme for using videoconferencing in ten provinces around the month of May 2021 and, later
on, the probation department issued operational procedures recommending using
videoconferencing in July 2021, which was after the survey had been administered.
Additionally, probation officers reported that their frequency of using interpersonal
strategies and case management approaches increased following the onset of the pandemic. The
findings revealed that officers utilized both the confrontational approach and the behavioral
approach, but the confrontational approach was more favored by officers. These results are
similar to that from prior research in adult probation settings (Viglione et al., 2017) in which
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probation officers used client-centered communication, but authoritarian techniques were more
dominant. The findings are also consisting with research by Schwalbe and Maschi (2011) on
juvenile probation officers, as they found that the confrontational approach was more favorable
in practice. Moreover, the use of accountability-oriented case management was predominant and
significantly rose post-COVID whereas the use of treatment-oriented case management was
more consistent prior to and following the onset of the pandemic.
Interestingly, the data showed no association between the use of telephone calls and the
outcome of client compliance; however, the use of accountability-oriented case management was
associated with an increase for officer-client interaction using telephone calls. The
implementation of innovative strategies for dealing with the pandemic in the probation
department was clearly behind. In Thailand, the pandemic began in January 2020, but the
department officially announced the use of videoconferencing one year later. Also, one of the
challenges was individuals under supervision have limited access to technological
communication tools or likely lack the knowledge to use such technology. Nevertheless, this gap
opens an opportunity to further explore the use of technology, especially videoconferencing, as
one of the supervision techniques for probationers and parolees, and how to integrate such
technology into the case management system to improve and maintain appropriate levels of
supervision for positive probation and parole outcomes.
Even though the majority of probation officers considered themselves balancing dual
roles of both law enforcer and social worker, and focusing on both accountability and
rehabilitation approaches, the findings show that, in practice, officers moved toward a punitive
approach. This finding is consistent with prior research that parole officers favored law-oriented
supervision in order to help offenders successfully complete probation (Hanim & Hassan, 2011).
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Conclusion
This research aimed to explore how the COVID-19 pandemic impacted probation
practices in Thailand. Based on the analysis, the results indicate that probation agencies were
able to maintain the supervision levels under the severe coronavirus-related restrictions, as well
as in maintain the sociopsychological impact on officers. As predicted, the contact methods were
changed to remote communication tools. Considering the COVID-19 situation is getting worse in
Thailand, future research is unequivocally needed in order to support probation agencies to deal
with the pandemic. Such research needs to explore more on the use of videoconferencing as part
of the supervision practices, and to evaluate the effectiveness of innovative strategy
implementation in probation practices and how such practices improve probation and parole
outcomes.
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